REMARKS

Although applicants maintain claim 68 satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §112,
second paragraph, claim 68 has been amended as suggested by the examiner to reduce the
issues on appeal. The scope of the claim has not changed with this amendment. Claim 81 has
also been amended to correct a spelling error without changing its scope.

Interview Summary

Applicant’s attorney acknowledges the courtesy of Examiner Rao in granting an
interview on May 6, 2004 to discuss the claims in this application, the IDS filed the day
before (dated May 5, 2004), the IDS filed after the interview (dated May 12, 2004) and the
rejections in the office action dated December 15, 2003 .

No agreement was reached with respect to allowing any claims. Applicant’s attorney
agreed to amend claim 68 as set forth above. Examiner Rao agreed to withdraw the
obviousness type double patenting rejection over Application No. 10/042,203, if all other
rejections were overcome and this application were allowed to issue before Application No.
10/042,203.

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees associated with this

response or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 13-3402.

Richard J. Traverso (Reg. No. 30,595)
Attorney for Applicants
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